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a Microelectromechanical System
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David J. Bishop, Member, IEEE, and Anna K. Swan, Senior Member, IEEE
Abstract— We report on a modified transfer technique for
atomically thin materials integrated into microelectromechanical
systems (MEMS) for studying strain physics and creating strain-
based devices. Our method tolerates the non-planar structures
and fragility of MEMS while still providing precise positioning
and crack-free transfer of flakes. Furthermore, our method used
the transfer polymer to anchor the 2D crystal to the MEMS,
which reduces the fabrication time and increases the yield, and
allowed us to exploit the strong mechanical coupling between
the 2D crystal and polymer to strain the atomically thin system.
We successfully strained single atomic layers of molybdenum
disulfide (MoS2) with MEMS devices for the first time and
achieved greater than 1.3% strain, marking a major milestone for
incorporating 2D materials with MEMS. We used the established
strain response of MoS2 Raman and photoluminescence spectra
to deduce the strain in our crystals and provide a consistency
check. We found good comparison between our experiment and
the literature. [2018-0144]
Index Terms— MEMS, monolayer MoS2, strain, Raman,
photoluminescence.
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I. INTRODUCTION
TWO dimensional (2D) materials can withstand an orderof magnitude more strain than their bulk counterparts,
which results in dramatic changes to electrical [1], thermal [2]
and optical properties [3], [4]. Ideally, we would be able to
precisely control the strain field in these systems to study
in detail the effect of strain and to create new strain-based
devices. However, current techniques offer limited control
over the strain field, and require bulky pressure chambers
[3], [5] or large beam bending equipment [6], [7] incom-
patible with most applications. Here we demonstrate that
MEMS can be used to dynamically strain atomically thin
materials, which provides a method for straining 2D mate-
rials that can be incorporated in technologically relevant
devices.
Previous experiments have used MEMS to strain nano-
materials such as nanotubes [8], [9], trilayer graphene [10],
and monolayer graphene [11], [12]. Similar to the nanotube
and trilayer graphene experiments, we adopt thermally isolated
chevron actuators. A colorized SEM image of one of our
devices is shown in Fig. 1. Our devices are fabricated using
MEMSCAP’s PolyMUMPS [13] process which has three poly-
silicon layers. The first layer we use for grounding, and
the second (2 µm thick) and third (1.5 µm thick) are combined
to make rigid, double thick structures (3.5 µm thick). While
2D materials are atomically thin, it still requires significant
force to strain them, as they are very stiff. Graphene, for
example, is the stiffest material ever measured [14]. For
this reason chevron actuators are ideal for straining our 2D
crystals because they are capable of large pull forces [15].
The actuator in Fig. 1 is located on the right side. These
actuators create motion through the mechanical amplification
of thermal expansion caused by Joule heating of the beams
(3 µm wide). To minimize heating the sample stage with
the actuator, we thermally isolate the actuator with long, thin
thermal relief tethers (2.5 µm wide) that have a large thermal
impedance. Further, we place many soft heat sink springs
(3 µm wide) in parallel near the sample stage to create a low
thermal impedance between the sample stage and the MEMS
die. This geometry creates effectively a thermal resistor divider
circuit dramatically, cutting down on the heat that reaches our
atomically thin samples [16]. The samples are placed on the
stage on the left side of Fig. 1, shown in the inset. The stage
has an anchor side that is secured to the MEMS die on the
left, and a shuttle side that is connected to the actuator to
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Fig. 1. Colorized SEM image of a typical MEMS device used for straining
2D materials. The atomically thin crystal is placed on the left side of the
MEMS across a 3 µm gap between the anchor and shuttle shown in the inset
optical image. The shuttle is straddled by verniers that allow precise optical
measurement of the shuttle’s displacement. To the right of the sample stage
there are a series of very soft springs and long thin tethers which together
isolate the sample stage from the heat generated in the Chevron actuator at
the far right end of the MEMS.
stretch the 2D crystal on the right. The two sample stages are
separated by a gap that is nominally 3 µm.
The most significant challenge in straining 2D materials
with MEMS is anchoring the 2D crystal to the substrate.
Crystals capable of forming 2D systems have strong in-plane
bonds, but weak, van der Waals, out-of-plane bonds which
is why it is a straight forward technique to obtain single
layers from exfoliation of bulk crystals. This is also why
many crystals that have become standard 2D materials are also
known as good lubricants, graphene and molybdenum disulfide
(MoS2) for example. A number of strategies have been used
to improve the bonding between atomically thin flakes and
various substrates. Gold has been used with graphene in exper-
iments stretching Kirigami structures [17], and photoresists
have been used with graphene resonators to reduce damping
caused by slipping between the membrane and substrate [12],
[18], [19]. However, in the majority of these examples the
strain within the crystal structure is small, and hence the
required anchor force is small. For example in the Kirigami
structures the deformation is macroscopic and there is actually
little strain within the material. Most applicable to our work is
the work by Garza et al. [10] who anchored trilayer graphene
using a femto-pipette to epoxy the 2D material to the MEMS.
While we find this work [10] to be a valuable reference
for many important concepts regarding the use of MEMS to
strain 2D materials, a close examination of the data shows
that appreciable strain was not achieved in that experiment.
For further details see supplementary material S1. We use a
polymer to place the atomically thin flake onto our MEMS
device. Instead of removing the polymer to obtain a clean
sample, we leave the polymer coating the flake and sample
stage region of the MEMS providing a strong mechanical
coupling between the two. The obvious draw back of this
method is that the atomically thin crystal remains coated in
polymer during actuation, but this is a suitable compromise at
this time to make progress in the incorporation of 2D materials
with MEMS.
Fig. 2. a) Raman spectrum: Next to each peak in the spectrum is a diagram
depicting the motions of the atoms in the corresponding phonon mode. The
red and blue circles are molybdenum and sulfur atoms. b) PL spectrum: The
trion, A exciton, and B exciton components are broken out individually. Inset
is a diagram of the band structure near the K point of the BZ, which shows the
spin-orbit splitting of the valence band responsible for the separation between
the A and B excitons.
An additional difficulty with incorporating atomically thin
crystals with MEMS are the fragile, non-planer MEMS struc-
tures. The vast majority of transfer methods in the literature
are targeted at placing 2D materials on flat substrates. With
MEMS we have to gracefully handle steps on the substrate that
are several micrometers high. Further, we need to release our
MEMS devices prior to transfer to avoid exposing the anchor-
ing polymer and 2D crystal to hydrofluoric acid (HF), which
means that we are transferring our flakes onto very fragile
structures. Not only is there the possibility of the HF degrading
the transfer polymer anchoring the flakes, but there is also the
possibility that the HF would etch the thin native oxide layer
between the transfer polymer and poly-silicon structure greatly
reducing the mechanical coupling between the two. Further,
since the transfer polymer covers a large portion of the sample
stage, an extended HF exposure would be necessary to release
the MEMS making the native oxide etch even more likely.
To circumvent these issues we have developed a technique
for transferring 2D materials onto MEMS utilizing a specially
designed microstructure which facilitates a gentle, non-planar
compliant transfer after HF release.
In the experiments presented below we focus exclusively on
monolayer MoS2 for our samples. MoS2 is a direct-gap semi-
conductor [20] with two inequivalent valleys with opposite
spins [21]. These properties make MoS2 an interesting material
for building nano-electronic devices such as transistors [22]
and phototransistors [23]. The two valleys can be coherently
optically addressed [24]–[26], which may be useful in novel
applications such as valleytronics [25] and spintronics [27].
For these reasons there is an extensive body of research
on MoS2 including the strain response of the Raman and
photoluminescence (PL) spectra [3], [4], [6], [7]. We will rely
on this literature to determine the strain in our 2D crystals
from the Raman and PL spectra we measure, proving that we
are able to strain atomically thin flakes with MEMS.
Fig. 2 shows typical unstrained Raman and PL spectra for
monolayer MoS2. Next to each peak in the Raman spectrum
in Fig. 2a is a diagram depicting the atomic displacements
of the corresponding phonon mode. Of interest to us are
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Fig. 3. The top row contains optical images of actual samples and devices,
while the bottom row contains model images that provide a schematic view of
the fabrication method. Each column corresponds with a step in the fabrication
process, and all steps except the CVD growth of the MoS2 are displayed here.
The microstructure shown in the last two columns has a vertical hole running
through it, which is how we see the MEMS through the structure in the last
column.
the degenerate in-plane E ′ modes with an unstrained energy
of 385 cm−1, and the out-of-plane A′ mode with an unstrained
energy of 405 cm−1 [6], [7], [28]. Corresponding with the
honeycomb crystal lattice, MoS2 has a hexagonal Brillouin
Zone (BZ), and like graphene the low energy electronic states
occur at the K and K ′ points in the corners of the BZ where
the band gap is at its minimum. The band structure near the
K point is shown in the inset of Fig. 2b, and the structure
is identical at the K ′ point but with spins flipped due to
time-reversal symmetry [21]. Notably the valence band is split
by spin-orbit coupling which results in two exciton peaks in
the PL spectrum [20]. The A and B exciton peaks correspond
with the upper and lower valence bands and have unstrained
energies of 1.89 eV and 2.03 eV. A third peak makes a
considerable contribution to the PL spectrum and corresponds
with a trion, a bound state of two electrons and hole [29], [30].
The contributions for each of these components of the PL are
shown in Fig. 2.
II. METHODS
A. Device Fabrication
An overview of our device fabrication method is shown
in Fig. 3, and has 4 steps (3 shown in the figure): sample
growth, transfer preparation, microstructure suspension, and
MEMS transfer. Sample Growth Our monolayer MoS2 crys-
tals are grown via Chemical Vapor Deposition (CVD); the
details of which are provided in a previous publication [3]
which demonstrates the high quality and strength of our MoS2
films and characterizes the Raman and PL strain response
using pressurized micro-chambers. Importantly the growth is
done on a degenerately doped silicon substrate with 285 nm of
oxide, which allows us to identify isolated monolayer flakes
without cracks of suitable size, ∼60 µm on a side.
1) Transfer Preparation: Our method begins like most
methods for transferring atomically thin flakes [31]–[35]; we
spin a transfer polymer onto the MoS2 film which enables us
to pull the flake free of its substrate and move it onto a new
substrate. In our case we use Poly(propylene carbonate) (PPC),
because we find it to be less brittle than the more commonly
used Poly(methyl methacrylate) (PMMA). Next we deviate
from the standard methods in two ways: 1) We make “strain
relief” cuts in the transfer polymer using a probe in a micro-
manipulator. These cuts allow us in the next step to tightly
stretch the polymer over a microstructure without creating
cracks in the sample. The cuts are achieved by carefully
pressing the probe tip into the PPC and dragging the tip across
the surface slowly to account for the viscoelastic flow of the
PPC. We have found that the size of the probe tip is critical to
making good cuts, and use GGB Industries T-4-60 Tungsten
probe tips, which provide enough rigidity to puncture the PPC
while still offering a fine enough tip (< 3 µm) to make precise
cuts. 2) We are able to release the transfer polymer and flake
from the growth substrate with a simple deionized water bath.
Notably this is safer and cleaner than typical methods that use
hydrofluoric (HF) acid or other chemicals to etch the substrate
away from the flake.
2) Microstructure Suspension: Now that the MoS2 is freely
suspended on PPC we can place it on a microstructure
designed specifically for use with our MEMS. The microstruc-
ture is fabricated via Direct Laser Writing (DLW), a high-
resolution (sub-micrometer) 3D printing technique. Additional
details of the 3D printing technique and mechanical properties
of the microstructure material can be found in [36]. The
transfer of the flake and PPC onto the microstructure is
accomplished using a micromanipulator for positioning, and
temperature controlled stage to slightly heat the microstructure
(∼35◦C). The heat improves adhesion and reduces strain on
the polymer and flake. The optical image in Fig. 3 clearly
shows cracks in the PPC, but the cracks stop at the strain
relief cuts leaving the sample pristine. Note that the PPC is
mounted on the microstructure with the flake on the side of
the PPC facing away from the microstructure. This means that
the flake will be in direct contact with the MEMS structure
when it is transferred onto the MEMS in the next step, which
facilitates electrical connectivity between the flake and MEMS.
We have observed the conductivity between the anchor and
shuttle increase from zero, pre-transfer, to a finite value after
transferring a graphene flake using the method presented in
this paper, demonstrating electrical connectivity.
3) MEMS Transfer: Finally, the flake and PPC are trans-
ferred onto the MEMS. Prior to transfer the MEMS is released
in HF, functionality is electrically tested using a probe station,
and a thorough cleaning via oxygen plasma is done. Similar
to the transfer onto the microstructure a micromanipulator is
used to position the sample over the MEMS, and the MEMS
is heated. This time the stage is heated to ∼75◦C in order to
heat the PPC through its glass transition temperature ensuring
that the PPC melts onto the MEMS structure. The temperature
controlled stage also allows us to achieving a gentle transfer by
using the thermal expansion of the stage to bring the sample
in contact with the MEMS. The last step is to heat the MEMS
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Fig. 4. Optical images of three devices which showed strain response. The
blue dashed line outlines the regions covered in PPC, and the red dashed
line outlines the MoS2 flakes on the devices. a) Device M24 b) Device M25
(Force Meter) c) Device M26. Note that the flake for each device began as a
nearly perfect equilateral triangle, and that the missing corners in the images
result from freely hanging PPC rolling up during the transfer.
to 90◦C on a hotplate for 10 minutes. This allows the PPC
to fully melt enabling the 2D material to fully conform to
the MEMS substrate. Finally, the MEMS is mounted in an
integrated circuit socket and ball bonded.
While the techniques described above require some non-
standard methods, we have found that the Transfer Prepara-
tion and Microstructure Suspension steps can be completed,
with practice, with nearly 100% yield. However, the MEMS
Transfer step has a roughly 75% yield despite significant opti-
mization effort. The primary remaining failure mode is that the
flake and PPC do not make contact with the MEMS even when
the microstructure is in contact and even compressed against
the MEMS substrate. We suspect that this occurs because the
PPC is not stretched tightly across the microstructure leading
to the PPC bowing into the microstructure away from the
MEMS substrate. We suspect that slight over heating of the
PPC during the transfer onto the microstructure is the root
cause, but tests have been inconclusive thus far.
Fig. 4a-c show optical images of three devices we
fabricated using our method. We will refer to these devices
and the datasets collected from them as M24, M25, and
M26 throughout the text. Note that M25 has a different sample
anchor stage from M24 and M26. The anchor on M25 is
mounted on springs to measure the stress in the 2D crystal.
Common to all of these devices is a coating of PPC, which
has been outlined in blue in the optical images. While the PPC
does provide a strong mechanical coupling between the flake
and the MEMS, it is a viscoelastic polymer, which damps
the actuation of the sample stage shuttle. This introduces
some subtleties in interpreting our data as discussed below.
From these three devices we collected four datasets. The
fourth dataset comes from a second experiment with device
M26 collected after repairing the device. The first experiment
on M26 ended prematurely when the thermal relief tethers
fractured. We repaired the breaks in the tethers by UV gluing
scavenged MEMS parts over the breaks in the tethers as
described and shown in supporting material S2. We will refer
to the fourth dataset, collected after repairing M26, as M26 v2.
B. Measurements
Fig. 5 shows an example data set consisting of Raman and
PL spectra measurements made on M26 v2 under actuation.
Included in Fig. 5 are the various peak positions versus strain
and the corresponding slopes giving the rate at which strain
changes the peak position. These slopes are tabulated below
for each data set in Table IV and Table V for Raman and PL
data respectively.
The Raman and PL measurements were made using a
Renishaw spectrometer with an 1800 line per mm grating. The
MoS2 films were excited with an Argon ion laser with wave-
length 514.5 nm with a beam waist of ∼1 µm. Considering the
fragility and low thermal dissipation in our suspended samples,
power was kept below 20 µW to avoid heating and sample
damage. Heat from the Chevron actuator can significantly
elevate the temperature of the entire die if a good path for
thermal dissipation is not established. To prevent this our dies
are mounted with silver epoxy to a copper plate which can
be cooled with a thermal electric cooler (TEC) as needed.
The copper plate has an internal platinum resistive thermal
device for monitoring the temperature, and we periodically
check the temperature of the sample anchor and shuttle stages
using Raman thermometry [10], [37], [38]. For our actuators
we are able to sufficiently strain the samples with less than
250 mW of power, and we find that as long as the die has
a low thermal impedance to the copper plate, the TEC is not
necessary.
Since friction between the MoS2 film and MEMS is low, it is
important that we are able to detect strain at its earliest onset.
We achieve this by continuously monitoring the A exciton
peak, the strongest peak, while slowly increasing the power
to the actuator in steps which will increase the strain by
less than 0.5%. The step size is determined by a precise
measurement of the size of the suspended portion of the
sample, always underestimating for safety, and relying on our
calibrated displacement versus power curve for our devices
(see supporting material S3). As soon as a shift is noticed in
the peak position, the power is held constant while taking
PL and Raman measurements. Because of the viscoelastic
behavior of our polymer anchor, in most cases it was possible
to simply wait ∼10 minutes between measurements for the
peak positions to shift further. The wait-measure cycle was
repeated until the peak either stopped shifting, in which case
more power was applied, or the peak relaxed marking either
a major slip between the PPC and MEMS or in several cases
the thermal relief tethers breaking. While in some cases it
was possible to get further strain response from the sample,
all datasets we have analyzed here are monotonic in A exciton
peak shift.
Given the viscoelastic behavior of our devices the amount of
time spent measuring spectra becomes an important trade-off
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Fig. 5. Raman and PL spectra of sample M26 v2 as a function of strain. Values for the strain are extracted from the peak positions as described in the text.
a) Raman Spectra with increasing strain, dashed line indicates the unstrained peak positions. b) PL Spectra, dashed line provides a guide to the eye for how
the peak shifts with strain. c) Trion peak position versus strain in red, A exciton peak position versus strain in green, and B exciton peak position versus
strain in blue. d) A′ phonon energy versus strain e) E ′− phonon energy versus strain.
between collecting high quality data (long time) and strain res-
olution (short time). We found that at a minimum, we needed
to collect Raman data for 135 s to have adequate statistics
for our analysis. The PL has a much stronger signal, only
requiring 10 s, but because of the large spectral range of the
measurement the grating must be rotated during the acquisition
so the measurement takes ∼3 min. A lower resolution grating
could not be used to shorten this time, since the Raman
features are narrow, only ∼10 data points per peak. The
measurement time results in a small time delay between the
measurement of each of the PL peaks, and a much larger time
delay between when the Raman and PL data are collected.
The implications of these time delays on our data is discussed
in the sections below.
III. DETERMINING STRAIN FROM PEAK POSITIONS
Strain changes the electron and phonon band structures,
which we measure as shifts in the Raman and PL peak
positions. Group theory places strong restrictions on the
functional dependence of peak positions on the strain tensor.
Further, since the strain is small, we limit our analysis to
first order in strain. For our purposes there are only two
point group representations of the crystal symmetry that are
of interest, A′ and E ′. A′ is the trivial representation and
must be rotationally invariant. The only first order rotational
invariant of the strain tensor is the trace, x x + yy , which
is also called the hydrostatic strain since it is the strain that
is experienced when a material is compressed on all sides
equally as is the case when compressing with a fluid. Hence
peaks that transform under the A′ representation must change
under uniaxial strain according to the formula
ωA′ = ω0A′ [1 − γA′(1 − ν)] (1)
where ω0A′ is the zero strain energy, γA′ is the Grüneisen
parameter, ν is the Poisson’s ratio, and  is the magnitude of
the uniaxial strain. Both the Raman A′ peak and the PL peaks
shift under strain according to (1), and the above notation for
the A′ phonon is used when referring to the A exciton peak
except replacing ω with E and A′ with A.
The E ′ phonon peak is a degenerate peak that shifts under
uniaxial strain according to
ω±E ′ = ω0E ′
{
1 − [γE ′(1 − ν) ∓ βE
′
2
(1 + ν)]
}
(2)
where ω0E ′ is the zero strain energy, γE ′ is the Grüneisen
parameter (this term is identical with the strain term in (1)),
and βE ′ is the shear deformation potential. The ± in (2)
denotes the lifting of the degeneracy under strain, which splits
the peak into two peaks, the + peak and the − peak.
Table I provides a list of measured Grüneisen parameters
and shear deformation potential values for the various Raman
and PL peaks of MoS2. Most experiments reported errors
only for their measurement of the shift rate of the peak
position with respect to strain, and not for the values of
Grüneisen parameter or shear deformation potential. So most
errors reported in Table I are adapted from the shift rate errors
in the literature. The notable exception to this is [4], which
reported error bars for γE ′ and βE ′ . However, these parameter
values disagree substantially from the rest of the literature,
which is consistent, so they have not been used in computing
the effective values at the bottom of the table.
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TABLE I
GRÜNEISEN, γ , AND SHEAR DEFORMATION POTENTIALS, β ,
FOR RAMAN AND PL PEAKS OF MOS2
Our objective is to use the known formulas for the strain
behavior of the peaks, along with the parameters in Table I
to infer the strain in our measurements from the observed
peak positions. However, to do so a value for the Poisson’s
ratio, ν, must be provided. It is generally assumed that an
atomically thin flake will inherit the Poisson’s ratio of its
substrate since it is assumed the two stick to each other well.
We’ll address this assumption more directly below, but for
the time being adopt this assumption. The Poisson’s ratio
of PPC is not known, so is approximated from two similar
polymers, Poly(bisphenol A carbonate) with ν = 0.41 and
Polypropylene with ν = 0.43 [39]. Thus in the analysis that
follows ν is assumed to have a value of 0.42. For comparison,
ν ≈ 0.27 for monolayer MoS2 [40]–[42].
An additional consideration that needs to be made in
analyzing the data regards the degeneracy of the E ′ mode
which is lifted under uniaxial strain. As the strain breaks
the crystal symmetry, the two degenerate E ′ modes split into
a mode that is parallel with the major strain axis, E ′−, and
a mode that is perpendicular to the major strain axis, E ′+.
However, the Raman spectra in Fig. 5a does not show split
E ′ modes. This is due to the accidental selection of only the
E ′− mode in our measurement setup. The selection rules for
the two modes are
I− ∝ sin2 (θi + θs + 3φ) (3)
I+ ∝ cos2 (θi + θs + 3φ) (4)
where φ is the angle between the ZZ axis of the crystal lattice
and the major strain axis, and θi and θs are the incident and
scattered polarizations of light relative to the major strain axis
in the Raman measurement [6], [7], [43], [44]. Fig. 6 shows
an image of one of our MoS2 films after the PPC has been
removed making the edges of the flake obvious, and includes
markers showing the incident and scattered polarizations of
light selected in our experiment. The PPC was removed by
placing the device in a 60◦C acetone bath for one hour, and
keeping the sample in the bath for another two days at room
temperature to ensure all the PPC was dissolved. The device
was then transferred to a methanol bath and critical point
dried with carbon dioxide. Given it is highly preferential for
CVD MoS2 to grow with ZZ edge termination [45]–[47],
Fig. 6. Orientation of crystal and incident and scattered polarizations that
lead to accidental selection of only the E ′− mode.
TABLE II
COMPOSITE STRAIN ANALYSIS FOR M26 V2 DATA SET
the edges of the flake indicated that the ZZ axis of the crystal
is horizontal in Fig. 6. Since the flakes are placed on the
MEMS pointing along the direction of strain, φ = 90◦.
The accidental scattered polarization selection results from
the relative transmission efficiency of the grating in our
spectrometer, which transmits the vertical polarization with
10× the efficiency of the horizontal polarization, hence
φs = 0◦. The laser has vertical polarization so φi = 0◦ as
well. This combination of angles makes I+ ≈ 0.
To extract the strain from the Raman and PL spectra,
the spectra are first fit to determine the energy position of
the A exciton, E ′, and A′ peaks. The PL and Raman peak
positions are used individually to calculate a value of strain.
Then these individual strain values are combined as the inverse
variance weighted mean. An example of this analysis is shown
in Table II for the M26 v2 data set. The PL are fit with
three Lorentzian peaks (one each for the trion, A exciton and
B exciton) and a linear background. The Raman spectra are fit
with two Lorentzian peaks (one each for the E ′ and A′ modes)
and a linear background. We find that the maximum strain
achieved in our experiments before flake slipping or device
breaking occur is 1.3 ± 0.1%. Note that this strain is well
below the yield strain of MoS2, > 6% [42], so there is
considerable room to improve our technique. Table III shows
the maximum change in strain observed and the pre-strain in
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TABLE III
MAXIMUM CHANGE IN STRAIN ACHIEVED AND PRE-STRAIN
TABLE IV
SLOPES FOR RAMAN PEAK STRAIN RESPONSE
TABLE V
SLOPES FOR PL PEAK STRAIN RESPONSE
each device. Pre-strain is calculated assuming the unstrained A
exciton energy is 1.88 eV, the E ′ phonon energy is 386 cm−1,
and A′ phonon energy is 405.5 cm−1. Table IV and Table V
show the slopes for the Raman and PL peaks respectively
for each dataset and the expected slopes given the literature
values for the Grüneisen and shear deformation potential for
each peak.
IV. STRAIN RESPONSE COMPARISON WITH LITERATURE
Since strain in our experiments is determined from literature
values of the strain response of the various Raman and
PL peaks, any attempt to compare the strain response we
observe with literature would be circular reasoning. However,
if we take ratios of the strain response of the peaks, then we
eliminate strain as an independent variable, and create truly
independent measures that can be compared with literature.
Since there are three peaks with known strain response we
can create three ratios of strain responses:
dωA′
d E A
=
dωA′
d
d E A
d
= ω0A′
E0A
γA′
γA
, (5)
d E A
dω−E ′
=
d E A
d
dω−E ′
d
= E0A
ω0E ′
γA (1 − ν)
γE ′ (1 − ν) + βE ′2 (1 + ν)
, (6)
dωA′
dω−E ′
=
dωA′
d
dω−E ′
d
= ω0A′
ω0E ′
γA′ (1 − ν)
γE ′ (1 − ν) + βE ′2 (1 + ν)
. (7)
Table VI contains values for the ratios computed from the
experimental data and from the Grüneisen parameter and shear
TABLE VI
RELATIVE SHIFT RATES OF PEAKS
deformation potential values from the literature. In calculating
the 1σ confidence interval for the literature values of the
ratios, it was necessary to assume log normal distributions
for the parameters. This is because the uncertainty is large
relative to the parameter values and the parameters must
be non-negative. Further, 1σ confidence intervals were not
available for all sources. In such cases we have assumed the
interval to be equal to the worst reported interval for the same
parameter by an alternative source. The interval for γA′ has
to be completely assumed since none of the sources provide
an interval. We have assumed the confidence interval to
be ± 0.1 for each measurement, the largest interval for any
of the Raman parameters used in the analysis. Given the
non-linear functional form of the slope ratios, non-normal
distribution for the parameters, and large uncertainties,
the literature values for the ratios were computed using the
Monte Carlo method with 107 samples. Several calculations
with a smaller number of samplings were done to ensure
convergence of the calculation.
V. DISCUSSION
The data display clear inconsistencies. The most obvious
trend is that devices M25 and M26 behave differently from
M24 and M26 v2. M25 and M26 both have inconsistent
slopes for the PL peaks. Not only is this different from the
behavior of M24 and M26 v2, but also from experiments
on biaxially strained MoS2 [3] where all the peaks shift
with roughly the same slope. This behavior is also apparent
in Table VI where it results in low values for dωA′d E A and high
values for d E Adω−E ′
. Further, dωA′d E A is arguably the most important
comparison we can make with literature since it is independent
of the Poisson’s ratio. However, the M25 and M26 values
for dωA′d E A are significantly lower than the values for M24 and
M26 v2. In the case of M25 we have good reason to be
suspicious of the consistency of the data because the sample
stage was designed to shift in order to act as a force meter.
We believe that the viscoelasticity of the anchor polymer
allowed the sample stage to slowly creep, reducing the strain
between the PL and Raman measurements. This hypothesis
is supported by the fact that dωA′dω−E ′
, a comparison between two
Raman peaks, is consistent with the other data sets. As for the
M26 data, we suspect that one of the tethers connecting the
actuator to the sample shuttle broke while acquiring the data
and that the failure only came to our attention after the second
tether broke. This would have caused the strain to partially
deviate from uniaxial, and could have also introduced a similar
reduction in strain between PL and Raman measurements.
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Like the M25 data, dωA′dω−E ′
for the M26 data is consistent with
the other two data sets suggesting some slip between Raman
and PL measurements. Considering the uncertainty regarding
the M25 and M26 data sets we will disregard them in our
discussion below.
Now we return to the peak slopes in Table IV and Table V.
For the M24 and M26 v2 data the slopes are consistent
for the trion, A exciton and B exciton as expected from
literature [3], and the discrepancy between the data sets
is not much more than two standard deviations. Similarly,
the literature value for the A exciton slope is less than two
standard deviations from the slopes for either data set, but
does appear low. Turning to the Raman slopes, we see that
while the A′ slope is consistent across all data sets, there is
a very large uncertainty in its value. The large uncertainty
is do to the small shift in the A′ peak under strain and low
amplitude of the peak, which result in low confidence in the
peak position and thus slope. Though the literature value for
the A′ slope is within a single standard deviation of all the
measured slopes, our data suggest that the literature value
is low. There is also good agreement between the E ′− slope
of the M24, M26 v2, and literature values, and that all three
slope ratios in Table VI are in good agreement between
M24, M26 v2 and the literature values. This gives us good
confidence in the strain values we have derived from the data.
We have assumed throughout that the MoS2 flakes inherit
the Poisson’s ratio of the PPC. Here we evaluate the validity of
that assumption. In other experiments that strain 2D materials
on a substrate, strain is calculated in the substrate, neglecting
the small perturbations caused by the atomically thin flake.
Then it is assumed that there is no slipping between the flake
and the substrate, so the strain in the flake must be the same
as in the substrate. Hence, the flake inherits the Poisson’s
ratio of the substrate. However, in our case, the 2D material
is much more than a perturbation to the strain distribution.
For mechanical calculations, the effective Young’s modulus
and thickness of MoS2 are ∼270 GPa and 0.65 nm [40], [42],
while the Young’s modulus of PPC is ∼37 MPa [48], [49]
and we estimate the thickness to be no greater than 600 nm
given the optical interference of comparably prepared
films of PPC on silicon substrates. Thus the effective
2D Young’s modulus of MoS2 and PPC are 175 N/m and
22 N/m respectively, and it is no longer a good assumption
that the substrate elastic constants alone determine the strain
distribution. In the supplementary material, S4, we discuss the
boundary conditions and a first-order method for estimating
the effective Poisson’s ratio for 2D materials adhered to
substrates. Importantly, the effective Poisson’s ratio depends
on the thickness of the PPC substrate, and this potentially
explains the discrepancies between the experimental and
literature values for the Raman and PL peak slopes
in Table IV and Table V. Further, since the PPC could be of
slightly different thicknesses on the M24 and M26 v2 devices,
the effective Poisson’s ratios could be slightly different which
would explain some of the device to device variation in peak
slopes. To assess this possibility we performed our analysis
using 0.35 and 0.27 for the Poisson’s ratio, and tabulated the
results in the supplementary material S5. The analysis reveals
that our results vary only slightly with Poisson’s ratio, but that
a smaller value for the Poisson’s ratio does give marginally
better agreement between our results and literature.
An additional source of error worthy of discussion is the
difference in strain due to viscoelastic drift between the time
of the PL and Raman measurements. We did attempt to correct
for the drift in strain in the M24 dataset by measuring the
peak shift versus time in the Raman and PL data, and then
take ratios of the shift rates to determine values of dωA′d E A ,
d E A
dω−E ′
, and dωA′dω−E ′
. However, the changes to the slope ratios were
much less than the confidence intervals, and there is significant
uncertainty as to the exact time delay, so we chose not to
include this correction in our analysis.
We would have tested the homogeneity of strain in our
experiments had it been possible. However, once our samples
began to show signs of strain, the strain continued to increase
uncontrollably due to viscoelastic draft, and we had to take
measurements as fast as possible in order to capture the
strain progression. In lieu of such measurements we performed
simulations to estimate the strain inhomogeneity caused by
the expected trapezoidal shape of the suspended sample.
Simulation results and details are provided in the supplemen-
tary material S6. The simulations show a highly uniform strain
distribution in the middle of the sample, which demonstrates
that the uniformity of the stress and strain in the middle of
the sample is robust to perturbations at the edge of the sample
where irregularities in the PPC and flake are most likely to
occur.
Furthermore, if it wasn’t for viscoelastic drift we would
have performed Raman measurements sweeping the incident
and/or scattered beam polarizations to confirm crystal lattice
orientation and observe E’ splitting. Note that the splitting
would not have been well resolved because the expected split
at 1.3% strain is 2.3 cm−1 and the full width half maximum
of the Raman E’ peak is ≈3.5 cm−1. However, the change in
peak position and effective width would be unmistakable.
VI. CONCLUSION
In conclusion, we have strained monolayer MoS2 with a
MEMS for the first time, and achieved 1.3 ± 0.1% strain. This
is a major milestone in the field of 2D materials and MEMS,
and marks an important advancement towards creating novel
devices with 2D materials. While there is much work to be
done in improving the sample quality and anchoring of the
2D material, this opens a direct path towards building novel
strain based devices such as strain tunable LEDs, FETs, and
even a low resolution spectrometer by adjusting the absorption
spectrum. Further, the MEMS platform offers many exciting
avenues for exploring physics in 2D systems by enabling strain
engineering. Some obvious examples include Pseudo-magnetic
field generation and exciton confinement for forming exciton
condensates.
ACKNOWLEDGMENT
The Author’s thank Rachael Jayne for fabricating the
microstructures used for transferring the 2D materials in this
paper.
262 JOURNAL OF MICROELECTROMECHANICAL SYSTEMS, VOL. 28, NO. 2, APRIL 2019
REFERENCES
[1] M. Settnes, N. Leconte, J. E. Barrios-Vargas, A.-P. Jauho, and S. Roche,
“Quantum transport in graphene in presence of strain-induced pseudo-
Landau levels,” 2D Mater., vol. 3, no. 3, p. 034005, 2016.
[2] J. Chen, J. H. Walther, and P. Koumoutsakos, “Strain engineering of
Kapitza resistance in few-layer graphene,” Nano Lett., vol. 14, no. 2,
pp. 819–825, 2014.
[3] D. Lloyd et al., “Band gap engineering with ultralarge biaxial strains in
suspended monolayer MoS2,” Nano Lett., vol. 16, no. 9, pp. 5836–5841,
2016.
[4] H. J. Conley, B. Wang, J. I. Ziegler, R. F. Haglund, Jr., S. T. Pantelides,
and K. I. Bolotin, “Bandgap engineering of strained monolayer and
bilayer MoS2,” Nano Lett., vol. 13, no. 8, pp. 3626–3630, 2013.
[5] A. L. Kitt, Z. Qi, S. Rémi, H. S. Park, A. K. Swan, and B. B. Goldberg,
“How graphene slides: Measurement and theory of strain-dependent
frictional forces between graphene and SiO2,” Nano Lett., vol. 13, no. 6,
pp. 2605–2610, 2013.
[6] C. Rice et al., “Raman-scattering measurements and first-principles
calculations of strain-induced phonon shifts in monolayer MoS2,” Phys.
Rev. B, Condens. Matter, vol. 87, no. 8, p. 081307, 2013.
[7] Y. Wang, C. Cong, C. Qiu, and T. Yu, “Raman spectroscopy study of
lattice vibration and crystallographic orientation of monolayer MoS2
under uniaxial strain,” Small, vol. 9, no. 17, pp. 2857–2861, 2013.
[8] M. Muoth and C. Hierold, “Transfer of carbon nanotubes onto microac-
tuators for hysteresis-free transistors at low thermal budget,” in Proc.
IEEE Int. Conf. Micro Electro Mech. Syst. (MEMS), Feb. 2012,
pp. 1352–1355.
[9] M. Muoth, K. Chikkadi, Y. Liu, and C. Hierold, “Suspended CNT-
FET piezoresistive strain gauges: Chirality assignment and quantitative
analysis,” in Proc. IEEE Int. Conf. Micro Electro Mech. Syst. (MEMS),
Jan. 2013, pp. 496–499.
[10] H. H. P. Garza, E. W. Kievit, G. F. Schneider, and U. Staufer, “Con-
trolled, reversible, and nondestructive generation of uniaxial extreme
strains (>10%) in graphene,” Nano Lett., vol. 14, no. 7, pp. 4107–4113,
2014.
[11] P. Zhang et al., “Fracture toughness of graphene,” Nature Commun.,
vol. 5, Apr. 2014, Art. no. 3782, doi: 10.1038/ncomms4782.
[12] M. Goldsche et al., “Tailoring mechanically tunable strain fields in
graphene,” Nano Lett., vol. 18, no. 3, pp. 1707–1713, 2018. [Online].
Available: http://pubs.acs.org/doi/10.1021/acs.nanolett.7b04774
[13] A. Cowen, B. Hardy, R. Mahadevan, and S. Wilcenski, “PolyMUMPs
design handbook, revision 13,” MEMSCAP, Paris, France, 2013.
[Online]. Available: http://www.memscap.com/__data/assets/pdf_file/
0019/1729/PolyMUMPs-DR-13-0.pdf
[14] C. Lee, X. Wei, J. W. Kysar, and J. Hone, “Measurement of the elastic
properties and intrinsic strength of monolayer graphene.,” Science,
vol. 321, no. 5887, pp. 385–388, 2008.
[15] L. Que, J.-S. Park, and Y. Gianchandani, “Bent-beam electro-thermal
actuators for high force applications,” in 12th IEEE Int. Conf. Micro
Electro Mech. Syst. (MEMS) Dig. Tech., Jan. 1999, pp. 31–36.
[16] M. Vutukuru, J. W. Christopher, C. Pollock, D. J. Bishop, and
A. K. Swan. (2018). “Modeling and thermal metrology of thermally
isolated MEMS electrothermal actuators for strain engineering of 2D
materials.” [Online]. Available: http://arxiv.org/abs/1811.05450
[17] M. K. Blees et al., “Graphene kirigami,” Nature, vol. 524, no. 7564,
pp. 204–207, 2015. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.com/
doifinder/10.1038/nature14588
[18] S. Lee et al., “Electrically integrated SU-8 clamped graphene drum
resonators for strain engineering,” Appl. Phys. Lett., vol. 102, no. 15,
p. 153101, Apr. 2013. [Online]. Available: http://scitation.aip.org/
content/aip/journal/apl/102/15/10.1063/1.4793302
[19] F. Guan, P. Kumaravadivel, D. V. Averin, and X. Du, “Tuning strain
in flexible graphene nanoelectromechanical resonators,” Appl. Phys.
Lett., vol. 107, no. 19, p. 193102, 2015. [Online]. Available: http://
arxiv.org/abs/1506.01643
[20] K. F. Mak, C. Lee, J. Hone, J. Shan, and T. F. Heinz, “Atomically thin
MoS2: A new direct-gap semiconductor,” Phys. Rev. Lett., vol. 105,
no. 13, pp. 136805-1–136805-4, 2010.
[21] X. Xu, W. Yao, D. Xiao, and T. F. Heinz, “Spin and pseudospins in
layered transition metal dichalcogenides,” Nature Phys., vol. 10, no. 5,
pp. 343–350, 2014, doi: 10.1038/nphys2942.
[22] B. Radisavljevic, A. Radenovic, J. Brivio, V. Giacometti, and
A. Kis, “Single-layer MoS2 transistors,” Nature Nanotechnol., vol. 6,
pp. 147–150, Mar. 2011. [Online]. Available: https://www.nature.com/
nnano/journal/v6/n3/pdf/nnano.2010.279.pdf
[23] Z. Yin et al., “Single-layer MoS2 phototransistors,” ACS Nano, vol. 6,
no. 1, pp. 74–80, 2012. [Online]. Available: http://www.ncbi.nlm.
nih.gov/pubmed/22165908
[24] K. F. Mak, K. He, J. Shan, and T. F. Heinz, “Control of valley polar-
ization in monolayer MoS2 by optical helicity,” Nature Nanotechnol.,
vol. 7, no. 8, pp. 494–498, 2012. [Online]. Available: http://www.
nature.com/doifinder/10.1038/nnano.2012.96
[25] K. F. Mak, K. L. McGill, J. Park, and P. L. McEuen, “The valley Hall
effect in MoS2 transistors,” Science, vol. 344, no. 6191, pp. 1489–1492,
2014. [Online]. Available: http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/doi/10.1126/
science.1250140
[26] H. Zeng, J. Dai, W. Yao, D. Xiao, and X. Cui, “Valley polariza-
tion in MoS2 monolayers by optical pumping,” Nature Nanotechnol.,
vol. 7, no. 8, pp. 490–493, 2012. [Online]. Available: http://www.nature.
com/doifinder/10.1038/nnano.2012.95
[27] J. Klinovaja and D. Loss, “Spintronics in MoS2 monolayer quantum
wires,” Phys. Rev. B, Condens. Matter, vol. 88, no. 7, p. 075404, 2013.
[28] C. Lee, H. Yan, L. E. Brus, T. F. Heinz, J. Hone, and S. Ryu, “Anomalous
lattice vibrations of single- and few-layer MoS2,” ACS Nano, vol. 4,
no. 5, pp. 2695–2700, 2010.
[29] K. F. Mak et al., “Tightly bound trions in monolayer MoS2,” Nature
Mater., vol. 12, no. 3, pp. 207–211, 2012. [Online]. Available: http://
www.nature.com/doifinder/10.1038/nmat3505
[30] J. W. Christopher, B. B. Goldberg, and A. K. Swan, “Long tailed trions
in monolayer MoS2: Temperature dependent asymmetry and resulting
red-shift of trion photoluminescence spectra,” Sci. Rep., vol. 7, no. 1,
2017, Art. no. 14062, doi: 10.1038/s41598-017-14378-w.
[31] X. Li et al., “Transfer of large-area graphene films for high-
performance transparent conductive electrodes,” Nano Lett., vol. 9,
no. 12, pp. 4359–4363, 2009.
[32] J. W. Suk et al., “Transfer of CVD-grown monolayer graphene onto
arbitrary substrates,” ACS Nano, vol. 5, no. 9, pp. 6916–6924, 2011.
[33] J. Song et al., “A general method for transferring graphene onto soft
surfaces,” Nature Nanotechnol., vol. 8, no. 3, pp. 356–362, 2013.
[Online]. Available: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23624698
[34] L. Wang et al., “One-dimensional electrical contact to a two-dimensional
material.,” Science, vol. 342, no. 6158, pp. 614–617, 2013. [Online].
Available: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24179223
[35] P. J. Zomer, M. H. D. Guimarães, J. C. Brant, N. Tombros, and
B. J. van Wees, “Fast pick up technique for high quality heterostructures
of bilayer graphene and hexagonal boron nitride,” Appl. Phys. Lett.,
vol. 105, no. 1, p. 013101, 2014.
[36] R. K. Jayne, T. J. Stark, J. B. Reeves, D. J. Bishop, and A. E. White,
“Dynamic actuation of soft 3D micromechanical structures using micro-
electromechanical systems (MEMS),” Adv. Mater. Technol., vol. 3, no. 3,
p. 1700293, 2018.
[37] R. Tsu and J. G. Hernandez, “Temperature dependence of silicon
Raman lines,” Appl. Phys. Lett., vol. 41, no. 11, pp. 1016–1018, 1982,
doi: 10.1063/1.93394.
[38] R. Ostermeir, K. Brunner, G. Abstreiter, and W. Weber, “Temperature
distribution in Si-MOSFETs studied by micro-Raman spectroscopy,”
IEEE Trans. Electron Devices, vol. 39, no. 4, pp. 858–863, Apr. 1992.
[39] J. Brandrup, E. H. Immergut, and E. A. Grulke, Polymer Handbook,
4th ed. Hoboken, NJ, USA: Wiley, 2003.
[40] K. Liu et al., “Elastic properties of chemical-vapor-deposited monolayer
MoS2, WS2, and their bilayer heterostructures,” Nano Lett., vol. 14,
no. 9, pp. 5097–5103, 2014.
[41] R. C. Cooper, C. Lee, C. A. Marianetti, X. Wei, J. Hone, and J. W. Kysar,
“Nonlinear elastic behavior of two-dimensional molybdenum disulfide,”
Phys. Rev. B, Condens. Matter, vol. 87, p. 035423, Jan. 2013. [Online].
Available: http://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevB.87.035423%5Cn
[42] S. Bertolazzi, J. Brivio, and A. Kis, “Stretching and breaking of ultrathin
MoS2,” ACS Nano, vol. 5, no. 12, pp. 9703–9709, 2011.
[43] M. Huang, H. Yan, C. Chen, D. Song, T. F. Heinz, and J. Hone, “Phonon
softening and crystallographic orientation of strained graphene studied
by Raman spectroscopy,” Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. USA, vol. 106, no. 18,
pp. 7304–7308, 2009.
[44] J.-U. Lee, S. Woo, J. Park, H. C. Park, Y.-W. Son, and H. Cheong,
“Strain-shear coupling in bilayer MoS2,” Nature Commun., vol. 8, no. 1,
2017, Art. no. 1370.
[45] A. M. van der Zande et al., “Grains and grain boundaries in highly
crystalline monolayer molybdenum disulphide,” Nature Mater., vol. 12,
no. 6, pp. 554–561, 2013. [Online]. Available: http://www.ncbi.nlm.
nih.gov/pubmed/23644523
[46] J. V. Lauritsen et al., “Size-dependent structure of MoS2 nanocyrstals,”
Nature Nanotechnol., vol. 2, no. 1, pp. 53–58, 2007.
CHRISTOPHER et al.: MONOLAYER MoS2 STRAINED TO 1.3% WITH AN MEMS 263
[47] L. S. Byskov, J. K. Nørskov, B. S. Clausen, and H. Topsøe, “Edge
termination of MoS2 and CoMoS catalyst particles,” Catal. Lett., vol. 64,
nos. 2–4, pp. 95–99, 2000. [Online]. Available: http://link.springer.com/
content/pdf/10.1023/A:1019063709813.pdf
[48] G. A. Luinstra and E. Borchardt, “Material properties of poly(propylene
carbonate),” in Synthetic Biodegradable Polymers (Advances in Polymer
Science), vol. 245. Berlin, Germany: Springer, 2012, pp. 29–48.
[49] G. Jiang, J. Feng, M. Zhang, S. Zhang, and H. Huang, “Structure, and
thermal and mechanical properties of poly(propylene carbonate) capped
with different types of acid anhydride via reactive extrusion,” RSC
Adv., vol. 6, no. 109, pp. 107547–107555, 2016. [Online]. Available:
http://xlink.rsc.org/?DOI=C6RA18713G
Jason W. Christopher (M’09) received the
B.S. degree in physics and electrical engineering and
computer science from the Massachusetts Institute of
Technology in 2005 and the M.S. and Ph.D. degrees
in physics from Boston University in 2017 and
2018, respectively, where he studied mechanisms for
controlling strain in 2D materials and measured the
effect of strain on material properties using Raman
and photoluminescence spectroscopies. He spent
several years working as an Electrical Engineer in
Silicon Valley and, most notably, as a Technical Lead
for the Trackpad Team at Apple, Inc. He is currently applying his expertise
in electronics, measurement, and statistical inference to develop unobtrusive
methods for measuring patient vital signs and creating models to predict
patient wellness at Myia Labs, Inc.
Mounika Vutukuru received the B.S. degree in
electrical engineering with a concentration in nan-
otechnology and the B.A. degree in physics from
Boston University in 2015, where she is currently
pursuing the Ph.D. degree in electrical engineering.
Her research interests include strain engineering
of 2D materials using microelectromechanical sys-
tems for the purpose of probing unique physics and
prototyping novel electronic devices.
David Lloyd received the M.Phys. degree in physics
from the University of Oxford in 2013. He is cur-
rently pursuing the Ph.D. degree with the Depart-
ment of Mechanical Engineering, Boston University,
under the supervision of Prof. S. Bunch, with a focus
on the mechanical properties of 2D materials, and in
particular, how strain and adhesion affect atomically
thin membranes, and how 2D materials can be used
as separation membranes.
J. Scott Bunch received the B.S. degree in physics
from Florida International University in 2000 and
the Ph.D. degree in physics from Cornell Univer-
sity in 2008, with a focus on the electrical and
mechanical properties of graphene. After finishing
the Ph.D. studies, he spent three months as a Post-
Doctoral Researcher with the Laboratory of Atomic
and Solid State Physics, Cornell University, studying
nanoelectromechanical systems. He was an Assistant
Professor of mechanical engineering with the Uni-
versity of Colorado at Boulder from 2008 to 2013.
He is currently an Associate Professor with the Department of Mechanical
Engineering, the Division of Materials Science and Engineering, and the
Department of Physics, Boston University. He is primarily interested in the
mechanical properties of atomically thin materials such as graphene.
Bennett B. Goldberg was born in Boston, MA,
USA, in 1959. He received the B.A. degree from
Harvard College, MA, USA, in 1982, and the M.S.
and Ph.D. degrees in physics from Brown University,
Providence, RI, USA, in 1984 and 1987, respec-
tively. Following a Bantrell post-doctoral appoint-
ment at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology
and the Francis Bitter National Magnet Laboratory,
he joined the Physics Faculty, Boston University,
in 1989. In 2016, he became the Director of the
Searle Center for Advancing Learning and Teaching,
the Assistant Provost of learning and teaching, and a Professor of physics
and astronomy at Northwestern University. He combines the leadership in
local and national projects to support access to and success in higher
education by marginalized and traditionally underrepresented students with
active research interests in strain physics of 2D crystals, super-resolution and
near-field imaging of semiconducting and biological systems, and biosensing
and biodetection of single viruses and nanoparticles.
David J. Bishop (M’11) received the B.S. degree
in physics from Syracuse University in 1973 and
the M.S. and Ph.D. degrees in physics from Cornell
University in 1977 and 1978, respectively. He joined
the AT&T-Bell Laboratories (Bell Labs) in 1978 as
a Post-Doctoral Member of Staff and became a
Member of the Technical Staff in 1979. In 1988,
he became a Distinguished Member of the Technical
Staff, and later, he was promoted as the Department
Head at Bell Laboratories. He was the President of
Government Research and Security Solutions with
Bell Labs, Lucent Technologies. He was the Chief Technology Officer and the
Chief Operating Officer with LGS, the wholly-owned subsidiary of Alcatel-
Lucent dedicated to serve the U.S. Federal Government market with advanced
research and development solutions. He is currently the Head of the Division
of Materials Science and Engineering, Boston University, where he is a
Professor of physics and electrical engineering. He is also a Bell Labs Fellow,
and in his previous positions with Lucent, he served as a Nanotechnology
Research VP for Bell Labs, Lucent Technologies, and the President of the
New Jersey Nanotechnology Consortium and the Physical Sciences Research
VP. He is a member and a fellow of the American Physical Society and a
member of the MRS. He was a recipient of the APS Pake Prize.
Anna K. Swan received the B.Sc. and M.S. degrees
in physics engineering from Chalmers University,
Gothenburg, Sweden, and the Ph.D. degree in
physics from Boston University, Boston, MA, USA,
in 1994. Her dissertation topic was the spin-ordering
on NiO(100) surfaces using metastable He scatter-
ing, for which she received two student awards,
the Nottingham Prize and the Morton M. Traum
Award. She joined the Solid State Division, Oak
Ridge National Laboratory, as a Wigner Fellow, and
later as a Staff Member. In 2005, she joined the Elec-
trical and Computer Engineering Department, Boston University, where she is
currently an Associate Professor and the Associate Chair of graduate studies.
Her research interests clustered around high-spatial resolution spectroscopy.
She is currently involved in 2D materials and their responses to strain and
charge using photoluminescence and micro-Raman spectroscopy.
